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some of them, and to persons who shall when the cause of suit or com-
plaint shall have arisen have been employed by or shall then have been
directly or indirectl) in the service ot the said United Company or of
any of our subjects."
16.    The former commission was ample as to criminal matters, the
jurisdiction extended through  the  Company's limits of trade and over
all persons whomsoever.    The restriction on the powers of the Supreme
Court in  maritime  causes  both  civil  and  criminal being as  to  locality
"in and for the provinces of Bengal, Bahar and Orissa and all other terri-
tories and islands adjacent thereunto and which now are or ought to be
dependent thereupon, and in, upon or by the sea or public rivers or ports,
creeks, harbours and places overflown by the ebbing and flowing of the
sea etc., and as to persons only to the subjects of us, our heirs or successors
who shall reside in the kingdoms or provinces of Bengal, Bahar and Orissa
or some of them and to persons who shall when the cause of suit or com-
plaint shall have arisen, have been employed by or shall then have been
directly or indirectly in the service of the said United Company, or any
of our subjects", its powers are so much abridged that there are rarely
any cases to which they can be applied.
17,    After having recommended  the procuring of powers regarding
matters to which remedies have been formerly applied we are led to submit
it to your consideration whether it may not be proper that the admiralty
jurisdiction here should be further amplified, we mean with regard to
condemnation of lawful prizes made in time of war.    No court in India
is at present competent to that purpose, and the great risk, inconvenience
and loss which must accrue to captors by being put to the necessity of
conveying their prizes taken in these seas to Great Britain before they
can obtain a lawful property in them is obvious; but cases which have
happened  since   the  commencement  of   the  present  wars  with  France
and Spain have brought this matter more directly to our attention.    The
one relative to a Spanish ship taken by the Nancy, one of the Company's
armed vessels  commanded  by Captain   Heffernan.   In   1778  he  carried
her into Madras where Admiral Sir Edward Hughes then lay with  His
Majesty's fleet who claimed and seized the prize;  the Admiral applied
to the Presidency of Madrass for the purposes of having her condemned.
That Presidency declining to act for want of legal powers Sir Edward
wrote to the Chief Justice here for the same purpose, who informed him
that no such power was vested in the Supreme Court.   The other was
the case of the Hinchinbrooke taken at St.  lago by a French man of
war and retaken by the Jupiter man of war.    She was suffered to proceed
011 her voyage to India but agents were put on board her by Commodore
Johnstone, part of whose fleet the Jupiter was, for the purpose of prosecut-
ing the Hinchinbrooke to condemnation.    But on a regular application
to the Supreme Court here by petition for that purpose the judges were
unanimously of opinion that they had no powers to grant the prayer of it.
18.    This matter was afterwards compromised.   We need not point
out to you what would have been the detriment to your interests if the